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present existing, afford not even the smallest protection 
against such disasters as witnessed now in Europe. 
"Treaties," he adds, "are as so much waste paper, ex- 
cept as they are backed up by force." But, may we 
not ask, is it not true that England's defense in the 
present war is that she is fighting to defend the sacred 
treaty of 1831 and 1839? Is it not further true that 
England's greatest claim for acquittal before the bar of 
humanity is that this is so ? If there is one thing taught 
by the events now transpiring in Europe, is it not that 
that treaty guaranteeing the neutrality of Belgium is far 
more than a "scrap of paper" ? Is it not true that the 
sanction of all statutes is not force, but public opinion, 
and that the sanction of this public opinion is being 
demonstrated now as never before in the history of the 
world ? Yes, Mr. Eoosevelt, force is the ultimate sanc- 
tion of treaties, but it is not the force of arms; it is the 
force of that collective judgment which supports all 
law — the force of public opinion. In the language of 
Palstaff to Shallow: 

"Care I for the limb, the thewes, the stature, bulk, 
and big assemblance of a man ! Give me the spirit, 
Master Shallow." 

The Bryan Treaties. 

The treaties so successfully promoted by the present 
administration of our Government provide that any 
dispute between the United States and one of the sig- 
natory nations, not capable of settlement by diplomacy, 
shall go before a permanent international commission 
for investigation and report. This commission shall 
have a year in which to perform its tasks, during which 
time the disputing nations agree not to declare war. 
After the report is made, the nations may act as they 
choose. But it is reasonable to believe that in practi- 
cally every instance a year of investigation with its 
time for reflection will make war between the parties 
practically impossible. The peace program cannot leave 
out of account these treaties. In due time all of the 
governments of the world should be pressed to draft 
and ratify them until their central principle is the theory 
and practice of all the nations. 

Virility of the Peace Program. 

The peace program is not therefore a weak and listless 
thing. It is not for a policy of supine non-resistance. 
It is neither a negative nor an emasculated propaganda. 
It provides, if you please, with Mr. Eoosevelt, Bismarck, 
and Napoleon, for a policy of "blood and iron," but blood 
and iron that there may be that justice which comes 
from law and order, not murder; blood and iron that 
laws, institutions, inventions, and ideals may grow as 
the God of nations would have them grow; blood and 
iron that men and women may be left at last to the 
pursuit of their proper and permanent satisfactions, 
which I conceive to be health, play, education, culture, 
character, vocation, children, worship, love, and service. 

The Personal Responsibility of Each. 

If States are to promote the well being of humanity 
and thus and thus only to refute successfully the argu- 
ments of anarchy, if men are to reach the higher and 
not the lower levels apparent to us now, if the nations 
are ever to beat their swords into ploughshares and learn 
war no more, then all in the shops and schools and 
churches and streets and clubs and homes of the world 



must study and understand and urge with all earnest- 
ness the program for an enduring abolition of war. War 
is a consuming and unnecessary monster and an unmiti- 
gated curse; the peace for which we struggle is alto- 
gether righteous, and what is righteous, as God lives, 
shall become permanent. 

We may rest assured that our earth will yet become 
a saner and a happier place. The wheels of industry will 
begin again, fields will bring forth their abundant har- 
vests, ships will go forth and return for us, young men 
will come once more to help furnish and upbuild the 
better life, Christianity will come unto its own, men and 
women will yet live in a fairer world, because they will 
then have abolished the hideous crime of war. 



The Peace Cause Is Righteous and 
Will Prevail. 

By Hon. Richard Bartholdt.* 

* * * Since we met last, simultaneously with the 
great National Peace Congress held here, the unexpected 
has happened. In spite of the strong peace sentiment 
prevailing nearly everywhere in the world, a terrible war 
has broken out and the continent of Europe has become 
a human slaughter-house. We are not here today to 
take sides or to express sympathies for one or the other 
of the belligerent nations, but as peace advocates we feel 
it our duty to point out the lessons of the great 
cataclysm. 

In time of peace, we have been told, prepare for war, 
and so many millions have thoughtlessly repeated it that 
it finally became the axiom of a majority of the people 
who impatiently hooted down the man that dared to 
raise his voice against it. In time of peace, prepare for 
war. What does it mean ? It means military prepared- 
ness ; it means an increase of armaments ; it means mili- 
tarism on land and sea. Is there a sane man who will 
deny that that very preparedness, the militarism of 
Russia, of England, of Germany, of Prance, is alone 
responsible for what the German crown prince has just 
called a "senseless, unnecessary, and purposeless war?" 
In the matter of militarism all the great powers were 
equally guilty. They were all in a state of preparedness 
to fall upon each other and cut each other's throats. 
The whole of Europe was one huge powder magazine, 
and it was only a question of time when a single match 
would cause both an explosion and a world conflagration. 

And have not we pacifists predicted this very thing ? 
We have insisted and declaimed it from a hundred plat- 
forms that armaments are no guaranty of peace, but in 
the very nature of things, rather a provocation to war, 
and we have earnestly striven to force agreements by the 
several governments in favor of a reduction of arma- 
ments and of a peaceful settlement of international con- 
troversies. But what did the governments do? While 
talking peace, and laying the foundation for a peaceable 
future at The Hague, all of them increased their armies 
and navies to such dangerous proportions that there 
could be but one inevitable result — the shocking cata- 
clysm of which we are living witnesses. 

During the last four months I have been asked a hun- 



♦From an address delivered at the annual meeting of the 
Missouri Peace Society, St. Louis, Mo., December 7, 1914 bv 
Mr. Bartholdt, President of the Society. 
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dred times : "What good has the peace movement done?" 
And often the question has been accompanied by a con- 
temptuous sneer, as if to say : "You poor fools are wast- 
ing your time and your efforts." Let me assure the 
people who are so easily discouraged that this war proves 
as little against the gospel of peace as a murder does 
against the fifth commandment. No matter how many 
murders are committed, the injunction, "Thou shalt not 
kill," will still retain its divine force, and so it is with 
our cause. It is righteous, and will finally prevail, 
unless we are to despair of human progress and our 
manifest destiny. Remember that at present the world 
is not governed according to our program. All our so- 
called civilization is yet based upon the philosophy of 
force, and force, as we all know, is the mother of fric- 
tion. Human history has plainly demonstrated that 
force and peace never go together for any length of time, 
and that armaments are not and cannot be a means to 
safeguard the peace. To try and protect our peace by 
armies and navies is the same as if we were to make 
the wolf the guardian of the lamb. 

The European war is the latest object lesson. It 
demonstrates for the hundredth time the complete col- 
lapse of the argument that preparations for war are an 
insurance of peace, and, therefore, I believe I am justi- 
fied in saying that if the great drama which is now being 
enacted across the ocean should result in renewed rivalry 
in the increase of armaments, instead of their perma- 
nent destruction, the curse of that war would be in- 
finitely greater than our imagination can at present 
apprehend. A more permanent condition of peace being 
the desired goal to be attained, and the military system 
having utterly failed to attain it, let us hope that the 
people will insist upon a trial of the other system — the 
system of law and justice as proposed by the advocates 
of peace. When you consider how marvelously simple 
our remedy is, you will wonder just why the people have 
so long refused to give it a trial, and the only explana- 
tion I can find is that the human family is wont to 
drink the cup of every folly to its dregs before it can 
be made to see the simplest truths. What we demand 
is that every nation, great and small, do what General 
Grant did after our Civil War, namely, send its army 
back home to the fields, forests, and shops, and keep only 
a few battleships as part of an international police force 
to back up the decisions of a world court, which, by uni- 
versal agreement, is to be the judicial arbiter of the 
nations' affairs. This substitution of the philosophy of 
justice for that of force will secure to us lasting peace, 
for justice and peace do not only go well together, but 
they are identical. Nothing less and nothing essentially 
different will ever vouchsafe to us a boon and blessing so 
indispensable to human happiness as is permanent peace, 
and if the great European war should, no matter who 
dictates the terms of peace, result in substantial advance 
in the direction of that goal, its untold sacrifices of blood 
and treasure would not have been entirely in vain. 

A member of Congress from Massachusetts in a lecture 
delivered here the other day asked the question whether 
the Monroe Doctrine could be arbitrated, and whether we 
would have consented to submit the question of the blow- 
ing up of the battleship Maine to arbitration? As his 
purpose was to arouse the jingo sentiment of our people 
and to make them go deeper into their pockets for a 



larger army and navy, he had to give some reason why 
there must be war. Hence those questions. My answer 
is that as long as his system prevails there may be war 
for even less provoking reasons than he assigns, while, 
when force has given way to law and justice, there will 
be no war, even for causes of much more transcendent 
importance. International disputes cannot possibly be 
of greater multiplicity than individual disputes, and as 
the latter can and must be settled by law, we say the 
former should be. The double standard now maintained 
by the governments in decreeing the supremacy of law 
in domestic affairs and upholding the policy of force in 
foreign relations is immoral, in our judgment, and sooner 
or later must give way to the enlightened moral senti- 
ment of the age. And in this connection permit me to 
venture the prediction : When people become accustomed 
to the idea that they cannot fight, that all their differ- 
ences with other people must be settled by arbitration 
or judicial decision, the differences themselves will disap- 
pear, and we Americans can well cite, as proof of this 
theory, the relations between our forty-eight States. 
Never in the history of our country has the Supreme 
Court had serious difficulty in adjusting the disputes be- 
tween them, and in this respect the United States can be 
held up as a prototype or a model for the future organiza- 
tion of the world. 

In conclusion, permit me to say a word regarding pos- 
sible efforts to hasten the bringing about of peace in 
Europe. We pacifists have no hand in them. While we 
long for a cessation of hostilities and bloodshed, our main 
purpose is to prevent war and not interfere with it when 
it is once broken out. Our position is one of uncompro- 
mising opposition to all wars — except those waged for 
self-preservation, and these would no longer be possible 
after the world has been placed on a peace footing — hence 
efforts at mediation, however welcome and timely, are not 
really a part of our program. But there would, in my 
judgment, be a very practical way of shortening the 
present war, and that is by stopping our shipments of war 
materials to the belligerent nations. Surely the con- 
science of the world, as well as our own conscience, must 
seriously question the sincerity of our desire for peace 
when one day we fold our hands praying for an early 
peace and the next day we ship arms and ammunition 
of war to Europe sufficient to prolong the struggle indefi- 
nitely. Therefore, I have prepared and shall introduce 
a resolution in the House of Representatives authorizing 
the President, in his discretion, to prohibit such ship- 
ments altogether. I sincerely trust that such a resolution 
may command your approbation and support. 



The Centenary of Signing the Treaty 
at Ghent. 

By Edward Berwick. 

Never was Christmas Eve more appropriately signal- 
ized than that of 1814, when the plenipotentiaries of 
Great Britain and the United States of America affixed 
their signatures to the Treaty of Ghent. Derided by 
the politicians and statesmen of that day as a document 
alike ridiculous and contemptible, it has proved the most 
efficient and successful treaty ever concluded. It has 
accomplished what very few treaties do — it has main- 



